Appl. No. 10/685,631 Docket No. : 085 . 11057-US (03-545) 

* Request for Reconsideration dated May 15, 2006 
Reply to office action of February 23, 2006 

REMARKS 

Re -examination and favorable reconsideration in light of 
the above amendments and the following comments are respectfully- 
requested. 

Claims 1, 3 - 12, 14 - 19, 24 and 25 are pending in the 
application. Currently, all claims stand rejected. 

In the office action mailed February 23, 2006, claims 5, 
18, and 25 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 3,957,104 to Terpay; claims 1, 5 
- 10, 18 and 25 were rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness type double patenting over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,637,500 to Shah; claims 1, 3, 4, and 6-10 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 4,287,932 to Schneider or U.S. Patent No. 3,011,233 to 
Kirtchik in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,390,013 to Rubisch et al . ; 
claims 11 and 12 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,308,806 to 
Maloney et al . ; claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Schneider or Kirtchik in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,270,112 to Lukco et al . ; claims 14 and 17 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schneider or Terpay in view of U.S. Patent No. 2,682,101 to 
Whitfield; claims 15 and 16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
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as being unpatentable over Schneider or Terpay in view of either 
U.S. Patent No. 5,223,045 to Priceman or U.S. Patent No. 
4,762,557 to Nagarajan et al . ; claim 18 was rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Schneider or Terpay in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 3,372,297 to Pearsall et al . ; claim 19 
was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schneider or Terpay in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,746,782 to Zhao 
et al.; and claim 24 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Schneider or Kirtchik in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,472,795 to Atita. 

The foregoing rejections are traversed by the instant 
response . 

It is well settled law that in order for a reference to 
anticipate a claim each and every element set forth in the claim 
must be found either expressly or inherently in the reference. 
Both independent claims 18 and 25 call for a refractory metal 
core having an etched surface and a coating overlaying the 
etched surface. The Terpay patent relied upon by the Examiner 
to reject claims 5, 18, and 25 does not meet all the limitations 
set forth in claims 18 and 25. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would not consider the pins 11 in Terpay to be a core. The core 
in Terpay is formed by the mold member 12. Even if one could 
somehow construe the pins to be cores, there is no disclosure in 
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Terpay of the pins having an etched surface. This is confirmed 
by the fact that the Examiner completely ignores this limitation 
in making the rejection. For these reasons, claims 18 and 25, 
as well as claim 5, are allowable over Terpay. 

The rejection of claims 1, 5-10, 18 and 25 on the grounds 
of obviousness type double patenting is fatally flawed. First, 
the Examiner has not explained any basis for the conclusion as 
to why the claims are not patentably distinct. Second, the 
Examiner has not stated what would motivate one of ordinary 
skill in the art to remove the at least one ceramic element set 
forth in claims 1 and 14 of the x 500 patent given the fact that 
this patent, as well as the claims, are directed to a composite 
core which has at least one ceramic element and at least one 
refractory metal element. With regard to claim 1, it is 
patentably distinct because it calls for a coating consisting of 
aluminum silicate which is not covered by the claims in the '500 
patent. Claims 5-10 are allowable because neither claim 1 nor 
claim 14 in the '500 patent call for the materials set forth in 
the claims. In making an obviousness type double patenting 
rejection, the Examiner can not rely upon the disclosure in the 
'500 patent to cure the gaps in the claims. With regard to 
claims 18 and 25, the Examiner again completely ignores the fact 
that these claims call for the refractory metal core to have an 
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etched surface. For these reasons, the obviousness type double 
patenting rejection should be withdrawn. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 1, 3, 4, and 6-10 
over Schneider or Kirtchik in view of Rubisch, it is noted that 
Rubisch discloses a coating which includes a plurality of oxides 
and a getter substance (see column 2, lines 19 - 47) . Claim 1 
is allowable because Rubisch does not teach or suggest a coating 
consisting of aluminum silicate. Claim 3 is allowable because 
Rubisch does not teach or suggest a coating consisting of a 
layer formed from a silicide. Claim 4 is allowable because 
Rubisch does not teach or suggest a coating consisting of 
zirconium silicate. Claims 8-10 are allowable because Rubisch 
does not teach or suggest the claimed coatings. Therefore, even 
if Kirtchik or Schneider was modified according to the teachings 
of Rubisch, the combination would not meet the limitations of 
the claims. For this reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 
With respect to the Examiner's comments on pages 8 and 9 of the 
office action, the Examiner's attention is called to the fact 
that Example 1 in Rubisch includes CaF 2 and molybdenum silicide 
in the aqueous suspension. Thus any coating on the molybdenum 
electrodes would not consist solely of aluminum silicate. 
Example 4 also has additional constituents which would not 
produce a coating consisting of aluminum silicate. Still 
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further, Rubisch is from non-analogous art. It relates to the 
protection of an electrode, not the protection of a refractory 
metal core. 

Claims 11 and 12 are allowable as presented. The rejection 
made by the Examiner makes no sense. There is no explanation as 
to why one of ordinary skill in the art would first apply the 
Rubisch coating to the substrate of Kirtchik or Schneider and 
then modify the Rubisch coating according to the teachings of 
Maloney. Neither claim 11 nor claim 12 calls for the coating to 
include molybdenum silicide. Therefore, there is no reason to 
modify a molybdenum silicide coating to alter the coefficient of 
thermal expansion. For this reason, one of ordinary skill in 
the art would not be motivated to combine the references in the 
manner suggested by the Examiner. 

As for the rejection of claim 12 over Schneider or Kirtchik 
in view of Lukco et al . , it is submitted that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not combine the references in the manner 
suggested by the Examiner. There is nothing which would 
motivate one of ordinary skill in the art to first treat the 
refractory metal core of either Schneider or Kirtchik with an 
Al-O-N layer and then add silicon carbide to coat the Al-O-N 
layer. This is particularly true since the Lukco et al . 
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reinforcement material is not intended to be used in a casting 
system. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 14 and 17, as noted 
by the Examiner, neither Schneider nor Terpay disclose an 
intermediate coating layer between the molybdenum metal core and 
a ceramic coating. The same is true of Whitfield et al . 
Whitfield et al . teaches the use of a nickel intermediate layer; 
however, the outer layer is formed from aluminum, not a ceramic 
coating. It should also be noted that Whitfield et al . is from 
non-analogous art since it has nothing at all to do with casting 
systems and the protection of a refractory metal core. The mere 
fact that the Examiner can find a claimed element somewhere in 
the prior art does not mean that an obviousness rejection is 
appropriate. In this case, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not make the proposed combination. 

With regard to the rejection of claims 15 and 16, neither 
Schneider nor Terpay teach or suggest the claimed intermediate 
layer. This deficiency is not cured by the secondary 
references. Priceman is from non-analogous art. It provides no 
teaching of how to protect a refractory metal core during shell 
fire and casting. The Priceman patent is directed to protecting 
turbine engine components. With respect to Nagarajan et al . , 
there is no disclosure of the claimed intermediate layer and 
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ceramic outer coating. This patent relates to the addition of 
second and third phase additives in a composition containing a 
refractory metal . 

With respect to the rejection of claim 18, Pearsall is from 
non-analogous art. It has nothing at all to do with casting 
systems and the protection of a refractory metal core during 
casting and shell fire. Therefore, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not be motivated to combine the references in the 
manner suggested by the Examiner. Further, neither Schenider 
nor Terpay has a refractory metal core with an etched surface. 
Pearsall does not cure this deficiency. 

With regard to the rejection of claim 19, the Zhao patent 
is directed to a barrier coating material for a turbine blade or 
vane. Since it has no relationship to casting systems, it 
provides no teachings as to how to protect a refractory metal 
core during casting and shell fire. Therefore, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would not be motivated to combine the 
references in the manner suggested by the Examiner. 

Claim 24 is allowable as presented. The coating shown in 
the Atita reference is applied to a substrate such as a 
transport support of glass or plastic, which support is used for 
applications such as windows, particular cellular telephone 
windows, etc. There is nothing in the reference which teaches 
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or suggests applying the coating of Atita to a refractory metal 
core such as that shown in Schneider or Kirtchik. In order to 
make out a prima facie case of obviousness, it is not sufficient 
that an element of a combination is found somewhere in the prior 
art. There must be something which teaches or suggests the 
proposed modification or would motivate one of ordinary skill in 
the art to combine the references. There is nothing in the 
secondary reference to Atita which teaches or suggests applying 
the coating to a refractory metal core such as those shown in 
Schneider or Kirtchik. Certainly, there is nothing in the 
reference which would motivate one to utilize the Atita coating 
on a refractory metal core. The rejection is nothing more than 
a hindsight rejection. Accordingly, this rejection should be 
withdrawn. 

For the foregoing reasons, the instant application is 
believed to be in condition for allowance. Such allowance is 
respectfully solicited. 

Should the Examiner believe an additional amendment is 
needed to place the case in condition for allowance, he is 
hereby invited to contact Applicants' attorney at the telephone 
number listed below. 

A Notice of Appeal is appended hereto in the event the 
Examiner maintains the rejections of record. 
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The Director is hereby authorized to charge a fee of 
$500.00 for the Notice of Appeal fee to Deposit Account No. 21- 
0279. Should the Director determine that, an additional fee is 
due, he is hereby authorized to charge said fee to said Deposit 
Account . 



Date: May 15, 2006 

I, Rhonda Longo, hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the United States Postal Service with sufficient postage as first 
class mail in an envelope addressed to: ''Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313" on May 15, 2006. 



Respectfully submitted, 



James T. Beals et al . 




BACHMAN Sc LaPOINTE, P.C. 
Reg. No. 2 9 , 999 
Attorney for Applicants 



Telephone: (203)777-6628 ext. 112 
Telefax: (203) 865-0297 
Email : docket@bachlap . com 
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